This article analyzes policing political protest in post-independent Lithuania. It argues that since the early 2000s, policing of political protest as an issue has increased in importance as Lithuania has experienced political mobilization and radicalization among groups disadvantaged by postcommunist reforms. It is suggested that police responses reveal precursor tendencies towards growing authoritarianism which has become more visible in the most recent period. In 2008, the onset of deep economic crisis across the region has generated rising social unrest (including outbreaks of street riot) as a result of government adoption of severe austerity measures. The article examines the growing centralization and militarization of policing and the increasing criminalization of public protest, as well as the restriction and litigation of organized dissent by authorities. At the same time, it also points to the internal contradictions of austerity programs which lack popular legitimacy both at the level of the state and society, including more vocal and militant labor unions; increasing challenges to the drift towards a new authoritarianism by the courts; and, paradoxically, the emergence of growing labor unrest within police force itself, with the potential to undermine authoritarian tendencies in policing 'from within.' The wider implications of (re)turn to post-communist authoritarianism in public order policing are discussed.
Introduction
As European governments impose austerity measures in the aftermath of the global economic and financial crisis, the public order policing of growing social unrest has become an issue of policy concern both for both national governments and supranational actors such as the World Bank and the European Union (EU) [1] , [2] . In terms of the role of policing in democratic society, the global crisis has produced challenges to the strategies and tactics of policing mass protests. While not new in themselves, such challenges interrogate the boundaries of legitimate public protest in the new 'age of austerity.' Attention hitherto has mainly focused on public disorders accompanying mass demonstrations on the streets of major European cities such as London, Barcelona, Lisbon and Athens. Less noticed have been episodes of social unrest in the new democracies of Eastern Europe [3] , [4] . Some of the newer EU member states have however experienced protracted economic downturn on a severe scale during the global economic and financial crisis, most notably, the Baltic states of Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia and in the latter two in particular, there have been episodes of violent austerity-driven social unrest [5] , [6] .
Ironically, having been previously extolled for their success in creating 'tiger economies' with the highest rates of growth in the EU, a number of commentators have begun to point to the Baltic states as providing exemplary models of successful austerity management. When in the second quarter of 2010 Lithuanian economy grew by 1.1% for the first time since contracting by 14% in 2008-09, a number of commentators began to assert the success of 'internal devaluation' policies in stabilizing financial systems in the region [7] , [8] , [9] . The Baltics were lauded as an example to be followed by the other countries, first of all to deeply indebted P.I.I.G.S (Portugal, Italy, Ireland, Greece and Spain). There were claims of the supposed 'maturity' of the electorate in the region and celebration of 'vibrant' democracies that took in stride hardships of the recession and endured them in order to implement the necessary market 'corrections' [10] . Most importantly, it was claimed that the prescription of harsh cuts in social spending and wages has been administered by Baltic governments without unwelcome side-effects in the form of social unrest. Thus, interviewed in mid-2010 during the very depth of the crisis by Steve Forbes, the eponymous editor-in-chief of Forbes magazine, the Lithuanian prime minister Andrius Kubilius reflected on the 'success' of his government's raft of austerity measures. These policies amounting to a so-called 'internal devaluation', had taken the form of cuts in wages, pensions and reductions in mass living standards in order to secure both fiscal stability and future membership of the single European currency (the euro). Baltic Lithuania was duly praised by Steve Forbes as one of 'Europe's unsung heroes'. "Not every recession-hit country in Europe is like wayward Greece, Portugal and Spain" Forbes enthused, adding for good measure, "amazingly Lithuanian unions went along with the government's policies. There were no street riots à la Greece" [11] .
In contesting this selective version of contemporary Lithuanian history, the emergence of significant social unrest (including 'street riot') in response to government austerity measures is detailed. Moreover the trade unions at least initially, far from going along with government policies played a pivotal role in mobilizing these protest demonstrations. A more comprehensive reading of contemporary events is offered by Hudson and Sommers who critique financial commentators (notably in the Wall Street Journal and The Economist) keen to promote the adoption of 'the Baltic austerity model' to Greece, Ireland and Spain [7, 12, 13] . Hudson and Sommers suggest that the Baltic states can hardly be regarded as exemplars of the supposed 'maturity' of the electorate in accepting the need for sacrifices (the Latvians having just reelected a pro-austerity government in 2010) [14] . Instead they ascribe purported popular passivity to government austerity programs producing a deleterious mix of pauperization of the most vulnerable sections of society, spiraling levels of unemployment, mass emigration and, in the case of Baltic Latvia, the deployment of anti-Russian ethnic rhetoric in order to retain a politically divided and compliant electorate [15] , [16] . Here, as in neighboring Lithuania, the absence of a strong labor movement capable of sustained opposition is identified as impeding more organized and vigorous popular protest movements from emerging. While a more insightful analysis of 'Baltic quiescence', one crucial explanatory variable is neglected, the role of state power through the agency of policing and administrative proscription in suppressing popular discontent following its initial eruption. In contrast to both of the above interpretations therefore, the focus in this article is primarily on the (re)turn towards authoritarian practices of policing and secondarily on the bureaucratic manipulations of the local state in containing popular protest.
The rise of authoritarian tendencies in policing in Central and Eastern Europe has been noted by a number of authors characterizing it as a drift towards 'illiberal democracy' [17] or a trajectory of 'out of and into authoritarian law' [18] . Expressions of authoritarianism, in turn, can be analytically differentiated into two closely related but distinct realms: everyday policing and policing of political protest. The rise of authoritarianism in everyday policing is usually associated with significant increase in and pervasiveness of fear of crime across post-communist countries. Thus, according to Maria Loss, rapid social changes in the region following collapse of Communism had led to growing perceptions of general social disorder, insecurity and powerlessness of the state. As a result, 'fear of the state' was replaced by 'fear of crime' [19] , [20] . A pervasive fear of crime and victimization, in turn, led to a number of responses from proliferation of private security arrangements [21] to demands by the public for a strengthening of 'the law and order' and 'getting tough on crime', often resulting in the singling out of disadvantaged and minority groups within the population [22, p. 86-90] .
If crime and its policing are mostly related to threats from opportunistic individuals and groups of individuals (organized crime) and tend to be localized in particular areas and among particular social groups, policing political protests by contrast at its extreme can represent a task of upholding public order against large groups of people provoked and mobilized by social, economic and political grievances (i.e., unpopular decisions by authorities). In other words, fear of political protests tends to be associated with perceptions of threats of large scale disorder and anarchy. 1 Furthermore, unlike police engagement with criminals, provision of security during demonstrations usually involves coordination and negotiation with protest organizers and local authorities on the course of public actions and safety measures. Where such strategies of cooperative engagement are deemed insufficient, policing responses can include military style deployment of large police and army formations, numerous detentions and arrests as well as use of water cannons, mounted police and dogs, tear gas, and rubber bullets. Therefore, even when ethos of "law and order" prevails in everyday policing and influences strategies and tactics of policing political protest, the influence is not direct, but is usually mediated by a number of factors that can facilitate or, on the contrary, constrain authoritarian tendencies in both, political and policing realms [23] , [24] , [25] . Among these the most important are the character of protest cultures that have legitimized and prescribed preferred repertoires of collective action, especially in restrictions on or propensity towards legal civil disobedience, or, on the contrary, illegal and violent actions [26] , [27] ; the role of changing political opportunity structures in the country, the impact of mass media, as well as the specifics of strategic interactions leading to escalation or de-escalation, such as action-reaction dynamics among those that are engaged in participating in as well as the policing of political protests [28] , [29] .
King and his co-authors were probably the first scholars to identify and analyze growing authoritarianism in policing in Lithuania [24] . In their study they pointed out that the trend towards de-militarization of Lithuanian police which was initiated with reforms of the early 1990s was reversed and replaced by its para-militarization. By 2007 Public Security Service (PSS) was established under the purview of the Ministry of Interior subsuming the two former
Ministry of Interior troops. The PSS is a paramilitary unit of 1,000 officers trained and equipped to suppress and riots and mass unrest. Their study also pointed out a 'law and order mentality'
"becoming fairly entrenched <in public order policing> whereby the police unreflectingly follow the 'letter of the law' rather than exercising discretion and engaging in flexible negotiation" [24, p. 432; 436] . If the first development-paramilitarization--referred to structural change within the force, the second development--strengthening of 'law enforcement' mentality--was indicative of increasing militarization of policing in general, i.e., de-emphasizing the role of officers as providers of service to citizens and communities and instead treating them as surrogate soldiers following the orders from superiors.
In this paper we rely on and extend further King et al's study by pointing out that concerns over a drift towards authoritarianism in policing in general, and policing of political protest, in particular, were particularly heightened by an increase in political and social unrest across the region associated with the onset of deep economic crisis in 2008. Economic recession hit less developed countries on the periphery of Eastern and Southern Europe disproportionally hard and generated the largest wave of anti-government protests since collapse of Communism in 1991. Characteristic in this respect was the situation in Baltic Lithuania which in early 2009 was to be shaken by a particularly violent mass protest demonstration provoked by unpopular government austerity policies.
Increasing social tension and social unrest began to change policing priorities, as securing public order became one of the foremost preoccupations for the authorities, often leading to growing restrictions on freedom of gathering and expression. In Lithuania this trend was dubbed as a drift towards 'Belarussification' of policing suggesting an increasing use by authorities of repressive strategies and tactics similar to the ones employed by authoritarian leader Lukashenko in the neighboring Belarus [30] , [31] . These practices include increasing militarization of policing, the introduction of new administrative and legal controls over public protests (denial of permits for protests and demonstrations; restricting the size of protest actions; limiting protest venues to locales in remote suburbs, etc.); and increasing surveillance by the state of those who are deemed to be its potential 'enemies' as well as their intimidation via threats of and the actual use of various legal and administrative measures, including those of detention and prosecution.
In this paper we argue that militarization became the prevailing approach to policing protest in Lithuania in the current austerity era, and it is derived from and resembles war-fighting tactics, with military style intelligence, equipment provision and training geared to achieving battlefield success. This militarization was also expressed in the strengthening of what was, in essence, the military ethos of police officers, especially in their interaction with citizens, publically manifested in military-style deployments, strict subordination and obedience to superiors, with the goal to attack and destroy 'the enemy.' Virtually absent from both the discourse and practice of austerity public order policing, has been the core democratic acknowledgement that protesters were not 'the enemies' and that demonstrations and rallies were not 'enemy operations' to be either disrupted or prevented altogether, far less that these demonstrators are also citizens exercising their constitutional rights in which the role of policing is to enable to them to do so in safety and security.
Similarly, there has been a clearly pronounced trend, towards an increasing number of arbitrary administrative prohibitions and restrictions on political protest that in some cases has resembled a virtual bureaucratic sabotage of rights to free speech and public assembly. As a result, in the last two to three years litigation and resort to court action became almost a routine way for civic groups and political parties to obtain permits for public rallies in the face of municipal authorities which now routinely delayed, dragged out, restricted, and prohibited demonstrations.
At the same time, we point to internal contradictions in the pursuit of authoritarian enforcement as a strategy for dealing with political protest in the era of austerity, including first, rising organized opposition (more vocal and militant labor unions) and second, a countervailing and increasing contestation by the courts challenging the drift towards a new administrative authoritarianism; third, and paradoxically, we note the emergence of growing labor unrest within police force itself, with the potential to undermine authoritarian enforcement 'from within.'
While these emergent contradictions speak to the democratic advances of two decades of postcommunist transformation, nevertheless such gains now hang in the balance. Policing 'dissent' has become the 'acid test' of democratic renewal. The protracted global and economic crisis, therefore offers insight into the precise limits of democratic policing in societies with 'thin' as well as 'thick' democracies [32] .
In this paper a number of data sources were used. We used secondary analysis of Lithuanian statistics, police and court reports, and examination of relevant public opinion surveys. We also relied on media surveys including Lietuvos Rytas, (leading Lithuanian daily newspaper), Delfi.lt (leading portal of daily news in the country), and other national and international news media coverage of austerity politics, political protest and its policing in Lithuania and neighboring Baltic countries. We also used our own data collected in the last decade while studying policing, grass roots organizing and labor movements in the Baltics which includes extensive interviews and discussion with police officers and officials, academics, community and labor organizers and others (see also [33] ).
We begin our analysis with an overview of policing political protest in Lithuania since the late 1980s until the early 2000s with an especial emphasis on precursor authoritarian strategies inherited from the Soviet period. Then we outline the scale of the recent economic crisis and consequential social unrest, together with the dynamics of the state's response to organized opposition in terms of its public order policing strategies. Finally, we explore the contradictions and possible limits of a (re)turn to post-communist authoritarianism.
Policing Protest in post-Soviet Lithuania
The predecessor of the Lithuanian police, the Soviet militia was a tool of totalitarian and authoritarian control of society by the Communist party and all forms of public demonstration were treated as illegal provocations against the regime. In order to effectively survey and suppress any political dissent, the police force was highly centralized and militarized. Laws on organized crime were changed to facilitate such police actions; the para-military commando style detachment Aras was established to carry out surveillance, control and apprehend the Lithuanian mafiosi [35] . It was only by 1997, when the most prominent organized crime syndicates in Lithuania had been dismantled that the first attempts to restructure, decentralized and de-militarize the force were initiated [36] .
In the meantime, political protests following the re-establishment of Lithuanian independence declined dramatically as all countries across the region experienced political demobilization. In conditions of deep economic recession in the early post-Soviet years day-to-day survival became the most urgent preoccupation of the population. However, views about the role of police in society inherited from the Soviet era remained deeply entrenched. The police were thought by the public to be primarily a crime-fighting institution. There was little awareness or appreciation of the notion that policing also represented a service to citizens and communities.
Therefore most efforts in reforming the police in the late 1990s early 2000s were directed at increasing its effectiveness in fighting crime, combating corruption within the force, and in implementing more effective ways to address complaints over mistreatment by citizens [37] , [38] .
This situation began to change in the early 2000s, mostly under the impact of a radicalization of Lithuanian politics and the widening scope of political protests associated both with farmers' blockades in the face of agricultural restructuring and with the deep political crisis produced by President Paksas' impeachment and removal from office. In response to growing threats to public safety and security, the police reforms that had begun in 1997 stalled and were gradually reversed in a pronounced drift towards authoritarianism in policing political protest. However, very early in his presidency Paksas was implicated in relationships with shady figures from the Russian criminal underworld [42] . As 'Paksgate' erupted, followed by demands for impeachment and removal from office, his followers mobilized and rallied in support of the besieged president, arguing that by staging a trial 'the ruling elites' were attempting via unconstitutional means to unmake the results of the presidential election and were intent on sabotaging the 'corruption cleanup and restoration of justice' program.
During a tumultuous year of large scale pro-and anti-Paksas rallies and demonstrations apprehension grew over the possibility of rapidly escalating political conflict turning into street violence and riots. Of especial concern was the increase in public profile and presence at the proPaksas rallies of small neo-Nazi fringe groups. 'Troopers' of the so-called 'Lithuanian Patriotic
Union' dressed in black Nazi style uniforms took upon themselves to protect and provide safety to the besieged president, mainly by threatening to beat up and engaging in scuffles with antiPaksas demonstrators.
One of the police responses to growing importance of issues of crowd control was an increasing centralization and para-militarization of the force [24] . However, the continuing underlying drift towards authoritarian policing during the early 2000s occurred not only because of growing threats to public order as various segments of the population became increasingly politically radicalized. It was also significantly shaped by the ambivalent responses to political protest shaped by the legacy of the Soviet era. As tensions and discontent in society increased, so too did the authoritarian reflexes of authorities, especially in regard to public protests. These were duly treated not as a welcome and overdue expression of a long-lamented absence of civic engagement of various groups in society, or as constructive dialog with authorities, and the exercise of constitutional and human rights to free expression and freedom of assembly. Instead, the authorities from prime minister and the speaker of the Seimas to local municipalities tended to regard these localized protest actions as disturbances, annoyances, as superfluous 'noise', or something negative which should be pushed out of sight to remote suburbs. There was also a tendency to demonize protesters as 'an enemy' which by a very fact of staging a public gathering had declared 'a war' on the authorities. At its rhetorical extreme participation in actions expressing a democracit right to dissent were delegitimized as gatherings of boorish, uncultured and easily manipulated simpletons [43] . As we will see, faced with a new wave of social unrest and political protests accompanying the beginning of recession in 2008, authoritarianism in policing, already present since the early 2000s, was to become particularly problematic.. In order to situate these events, we next examine the scale of the economic downturn which engulfed the Baltic states in the late 2000s and subsequent popular reaction to austerity in Lithuania.
'Hard Landing' and Social Unrest in Lithuania
Following the collapse of the Soviet Union at the beginning of the nineteen nineties, all three Baltic states had adopted of neo-liberal 'open market' policies of economic and social reconstruction designed to promote foreign direct investment [44] , [45] . By the middle of the present decade, the Baltic states collectively dubbed 'tiger economies', had received a special accolade for their efforts in introducing free market reforms from the World Bank [46] . The For the several hours, as pavements were torn up to provide missiles, riot police and protesters hurled tear-gas canisters at each other in running battles. Thick clouds of tear gas drifted across Independence Square adjacent to the parliament. By the end of the day fifteen people were hospitalized with various types of wounds, one of them in was reported to be in a critical condition with a bullet wound in head; 151 individuals were detained by the police, 49
were later charged for actions during the disturbances; damage to buildings and other property was estimated to be close to 2 million Litas ($800,000) [51] .
Reactive Centralization and Militarization of Policing
Large scale protests against austerity measures and especially attempted storming of the Seimas on 16 January 2009 were totally unexpected occurrences and generated fear and apprehension of more unrest to come. By the evening of January 16 th and over that night, police officers had flooded into and cordoned off the area surrounding the Seimas in expectation of further assaults by hostile crowds. When these attacks did not materialized and prime minister Kubilius had regained his footing, the government hastily put in place a number of public order measures to assure, as was stated by the General Commissar of the Police, that "January 16 th will never happen again" [52] .
Among immediate measures undertaken by government was a request to the Seimas to fund the acquisition of mobile water cannon trucks, as well as placing new orders for tear-gas, rubber bullets, and other means of crowd control. Since the purchase and delivery of the water cannon vehicles would take time, the ministry of internal affairs was instructed to make inquiries about the possibility of borrowing similar equipment from Latvia or Poland. Simultaneously, the Seimas began debating changes in the police statute, to permit authorization of the use of water cannons. The police force itself also began discussing the use of dogs for crowd control purposes [53] . The Seimas also approved a new law authorizing the police in emergency situations to request help from, as well as participate in, operations in other EU and Schengen Area countries [54] . [57] . At times, these scenes bore an eerie resemblance to Soviet era policing tactics when intimidation by overwhelming force and extensive surveillance was used against small groups of protesting dissidents. By the early 2011, the police had created a special fenced in area near Seimas with manned security check points and command and control headquarters from which the police and the interior ministry leadership were able to watch live video feeds from multiple surveillance cameras ,mounted around the Seimas buildings.
The increasing use of military tactics and strategy was supported by significant organizational changes within the Lithuanian police force. In 2007 the Seimas adopted measures to reduce the number of local police headquarters from 54 by folding them into 10 regional divisions [58] . The 2009 unrest speeded up the centralization of the police force as locally accountable and more community-oriented municipal police units came under direct control and supervision of the national police headquarters. This allowed for the re-distribution and redirection of limited and shrinking police resources towards the strategic management of potential social unrest in the capital, Vilnius, and, to some degree, in other large cities. As resources from other regions were shifted towards the capital, policing in Vilnius was increasingly seen as being provided at the expense of public safety and security in other areas of the country [59] .
These developments were indicative of an approach to policing in Lithuania, seen more in terms of war-fighting tactics, military based intelligence and equipment provision and training geared to achieve battlefield success. This predisposed officers deployed during protests to behave as surrogate soldiers, leading to needles roughness and violence against citizens. This had happened during the January 16 th unrest but was an already incipient tendency manifested in a number of prior incidents which attracted widespread public comment and unease (e.g., during in Russia (although Russian police used lethal forced much more often) [61, p. 79] . In the press, police officers typically expressed growing fears of an 'increasingly aggressive public' as citizens lashed out at officers, at least in part because they perceived police actions to be either illegitimate, or disproportionate, or both [62] . Violent responses from citizens tend to further strengthen authoritarian tendencies in a negative feedback as officers in turn increase reliance on militarized tactics in confronting a seemingly aggressive public.
However, in addition to the worrisome drift towards militarization of the police force, there is an even more concerning tendency which is undermining the democratic right of dissent.
This lies in the unyieldingly hostile state bureaucracy that confronts those citizens seeking to secure permission to voice their collective dissent within the public arena with an array of legalistic and administrative barriers in order to criminalize and restrict such protests.
Criminalizing, restricting and litigating public protests
Since introduction of austerity measures, and especially following 16 January 2009 events, authorities across the country and particularly in Vilnius attempted to increasingly curtail, restrict, and criminalize public protests. Reasons given for denying permits for holding protests tended to be twofold: the high likelihood that protests might threaten public safety and security, and the supposed presence of messages on internet instigating protesters to turn to violence [63] .
Failure to obtain a permit and the holding of an unauthorized public event was punishable by a fine from 500 to 2,000 Lithuanian Litas (approximately $200 to $800) or administrative arrest for up to 30 days [64] .
However, such decisions by local authorities denying permits for public protests were seen as impinging upon rights of assembly and free expression guaranteed by country's constitution, leading to litigation. Indeed, most such restrictions were over-ruled by courts as unconstitutional. Nevertheless, this did not discourage the authorities especially in the Vilnius municipality where most of the country's protests were held in routinely denying or placing various restrictions (such as on a maximum number of participants allowed) on petitions for permits. Therefore, in the capital of the country securing permits for rallies only after being sanctioned through the courts were now becoming a standardprocedure, not only for labor unions, but for other political or civic groups as well.
For example, when the Vilnius municipality declined permit to Socialist People's Front (SPF), a relatively small leftist organization, to hold a rally in front of the Seimas on 16 January 2010 to commemorate the one year anniversary of the previous episode of unrest, the court reversed the refusal decision of the local authority. Facing hostile courts, the municipality changed its strategy in dealing with petitioners and chose to drag out and delay issuing decisions on petitions so that little time would be left for applicants to appeal rejections, far less for the courts to review ensuing complaints. Thus, on January 15 th the SPF finally was issued with court permission to hold its rally the following day. However, this gave insufficient time to prepare for the event thus blunting the effectiveness of the protest [65] .
Similar developments occurred a year later. On 22 December 2010 the main confederation of labor unions, the Lithuanian Confederation of Labor Unions (LPSK) filed the required papers to the municipality requesting permission to hold a rally in front of Seimas.
Labor unions claimed that they are organizing the event to protest a new round of austerity measures and budgetary cuts that Seimas had just voted upon., Vilnius municipality disagreed and argued that the rally was being held to commemorate 'the second anniversary' of the January 16 th riots. It offered the unions the option of re-locating the rally either to the suburbs, or to the city park which at that time of the year was covered in up to a meter thick layer of snow. The union leadership felt that such suggested alternative locations constituted a thinly veiled mockery and refused to reconsider their request for rally at a central location in front of the Seimas. The labor unions duly contested the municipality decision in court and won. On January 14 th the court ordered municipality to issue a permit to the labor unions to organize the rally. However, it took three further days, until January 17 th , for municipality to issue a permit for a rally which was in fact to have been held a day earlier.
When confronted by journalists as to why it took so long to comply with the court ruling, the mayor's office produced a complicated log of faxes and telephone calls, summoning the argument (in self-justifying bureaucratic-speak) that the court order was issued afterthe time of the day (4pm) when municipality offices were still open and able to process public business [66] .
This scenario was repeated in February 2011, but with a new and more absurd twist. In the early December 2010 the trade union confederation applied for, but was denied a permit to hold a rally on 16 January 2011. The rally was to demand an increase in the minimum wage, a reversal of cuts in pensions, the introduction of progressive taxation, and subsidies for the poor to cover increased heating and water expenses. Instead a permit was granted for a rally to be held on February 19 th in front of Seimas, but with a stipulated maximum of 2,249 individuals. The municipality claimed that this was the number of participants that the square could safely accommodate.
Meanwhile the unions had recruited close to 1,500 of their members throughout the country to attend the rally and had made arrangements for their transportation and stay in Vilnius. However, three days before the rally a prominent national poet had died. A special government commission announced a national day of mourning and the state funeral for the poet to be held on February 19 th , the day of labor union rally. In order to accommodate the funeral, the unions announced a change in time of their own proposed event. However, on February 17 th , just two days before, Vilnius municipality unilaterally rescinded the labor unions' permit for the rally. Humiliating pleas by union leaders to the city hall functionaries that such large scale events with more than a thousand participants, were costly for unions to organize and required time to prepare (i.e., buses were already hired, speakers lined up, voice amplification equipment rented, stage pre-fabricated, demonstration paraphernalia prepared, etc.) were of no avail [67] .
Nor was this the first time that the local authorities tried to set limits on the number of protesters in a seemingly arbitrary manner. Just a year before Vilnius municipality issued a permit for a protest rally in front of Seimas to a coalition of groups calling for 'For high quality and affordable higher education in Lithuania.' However the municipality limited the event to 300 participants only [68] . For civic and political groups organizing public protests, such an imposition of limits on numbers of participants increasingly appeared to be yet one more way in which authorities progressively sought to restrict rights of assembly guaranteed by the constitution. The leading national daily newspaper was provoked to comment that if the trend towards imposing new restrictions on public protests were to continue, then "soon we will need to acquire [individual] tickets from the authorities in order to participate in rallies" [69] .
That restrictive local authority decisions could be repeatedly overruled by courts and still continue in an almost routine way would seem to suggest the dominance by far of executive over judicial branches of the government. The weakness of the courts as expressed in their failure to set a firm precedent and codify relationships between the authorities and citizens, as well as the failure to impose penalties on errant authorities for repeatedly violating the same provisions of the law, represent the legacy of Soviet times, when sentences were often dictated to judges by phone calls from the Communist party or KGB. Mid-level local authority bureaucrats who make up so-called 'Municipal events (meetings) coordination commissions' and take decisions on permits also complain for their part about being subjected to continuous pressure or 'criticism' or to direct meddling by members of Seimas and national government [63] . Therefore it comes as no surprise that local officials by far preferred simply to deny permits since such decisions were much safer than the fallout from protest rallies that could potentially go 'astray.'
Finally, the weakness of a democratic and civic culture in the country, especially the lack of a tradition and culture of civic protest, also contributed towards growing restrictions on public protests in Lithuania. As tensions and discontent in society increased, so too did the repressive tendencies of authorities, especially in regard to public protests. Consider the speaker of Seimas, in comparing the proposed labor union rally to protest austerity measures to the onslaught of Soviet troops on the Supreme Council of Lithuania during the last days of the Soviet Union [70] ;
or the characterization by prime minister of trade union demands as 'calls for disturbances' which he refused 'to dignify with a response' [71] . One Seimas member even went so far as to openly ponder that "we already had <Seimas> windows broken; if people do not understand that it is inappropriate, then <protest rallies> should be banned" [63] .
It is hard not to see close connections between a strengthening of a 'law and order' ethos of policing previously described, and a growing authoritarianism of public authorities tending to feed off and reinforce each other. As have been previously pointed out [33] such prohibitions and the numerous administrative obstructions, amounting in some cases to a virtual bureaucratic sabotage of public protest actions, tend to be experienced by citizens as typical expressions of the overbearing and arrogant attitude of the authorities towards powerless citizens. Furthermore, there is widespread frustration with the state officials for their lack of empathy, perceived acting in bad faith, their inability to address practical problems, and their neglect of citizens' needs.
This is expressed in a superior and condescending attitude best summed up as: it is not they, the bureaucrats that are the servants of the public, but rather the reverse. This was of course, one of the underlying grievances that contributed to 16 January 2009 riots in the first place.
Like the militarized police force, the bureaucratically inured administrative apparatus has had been simmering in the rank-and-file police force for a number of years [72] , [73] . It was no accident that the police force was one of the few areas of the labor force that was highly unionized, and it was also not coincidental that the chairperson of the largest trade union confederation (LPSK) was himself a former serving police officer. assignations to police were to decrease by 7.8% to 777.6 million Litas ($309.71 million); this included a 3.2% cut in the budget allocation for wages. However, what government statistics failed to state was that a significant part of rank-and-file police officers' wages included payments for overtime. As austerity measures had significantly reduced budgetary allocations for overtime, real wages for rank-and-file officers had declined by almost one fifth [74] .
In response to growing discontent among its members, the National Association of It is important to note that the fallout of barefoot protests also included a considerable increase in conflicts and tensions between the labor union and the top echelons of the force. In part, this was a reaction of commanding officers to what they perceived to be outright ridiculing by subordinates and their discomfiture at being forced to explain and defend their position in public. At the same time, the police leadership was also increasingly subjected to strong Seimas and government pressure to reign in internal dissent, as well as to assure police loyalty and effective subordination. Thus the minister of internal affairs and his staff went on a public offensive accusing the labor unions of blackmailing the government, of denigrating the uniform and the symbols of law enforcement, and of attempting to manipulate and scare the public [75] .
Tensions between commanding and rank-and-file officers Facing what increasingly looked like a revolt within the police force, the prime minister personally intervened to diffuse the situation. A special commission was created to review the situation and within two weeks agreement was reached between the prime minister and NAOTU on revising the police budget and transferring additional 9 million Litas ($3.6 million) to compensate for cuts in police wages with promises for still more additional funding. In return, the labor union agreed to call off its barefoot demonstrations scheduled for the end of April [76] .
By the summer of 2009 tensions between commanding and rank-and-file officers began to resurface again as attempts to find additional funding, predictably, fizzled out. Evidence of the growing suspicion between leadership and rank-and-file seemed to be confirmed when officers active in the labor union in the precinct of Kaunas found themselves being clandestinely bugged by listening devices. In addition activists complained of being subjected to what they called 'harassment' by the ministry of internal affairs and under increasing pressure to quit the force.
Up until the developments in Kaunas, NAOTU had tried to limit its agenda and campaigns mostly to economic issues. The 'bugging scandal' radicalized and politicized the labor union: it launched a public campaign to force resignation of the interior minister [77] .
As economic crisis continued to worsen throughout late 2009, prospects for fending off further cuts in police financing in the forthcoming budget for the 2010 financial year were diminishing: by August 2009 the government proposed cuts which were to amount to a 21.3% reduction in the police budget. The police department ??? immediately issued statement alleging that such draconian cuts would result in lay-offs of about 900 police personnel (6% to 7% of the total force), and therefore represented a direct threat to public safety and security of the country [78] .
Negotiations between the commissar general of the police and NAOTU on how to structure the forthcoming cuts proved to be very tense. Thus, NAOTU chairman Bakas voiced his concerns about growing danger of insubordination within the force stating that "if someone, say a new and yet unknown populist leader of the nation were to decide to organize a new January 16 th , I am very doubtful that one would able to find within the deeply discontented and demoralized police force the necessary officers who would be willing to protect the Seimas" [79] .
Later in an extensive interview with the conservative daily newspaper 'Respublika,'
Bakas reiterated his view that deepening austerity measures could significantly increase risks of "social explosions <…> and the possibility of a new wave of riots in the country. <…> If politicians were to remain blind to the risks associated with cutting wages of police officers, then next year could potentially start with a wave of riots that police officers themselves could join out of despair. It is because of budgetary cuts that potentially could leave close to 900 officers unemployed, while the rest had their wages cut to up to quarter" [80] .
It is difficult to estimate the credibility of Bakas' claims in regard to possibility of insubordination among rank-and-file police officers because (with an exception of the January 16 th , 2009 episode), the Lithuanian police have not thus far faced the task of upholding public order against large masses provoked and mobilized by unpopular decisions of the authorities. At the same time, it did seem that police labor union leadership was using such controversial statements, in part, to put pressure on senior police officers while in negotiation over their own demands.
Nevertheless, the determination by the government to ram through austerity measures even at the potential cost of widespread disaffection among the police force was, to say the least, a high risk strategy. There is a historical precedent for such insubordination within the force during perestroika era when Lithuanian police officers en masse refused to enforce Moscow's directives. We also have some anecdotal evidence of police officers contemplating fraternization with protesters during the January 16 th 2009 events. In one episode, correspondents of a major daily newspaper describe such an exchange between a policeman and a group of women who came to the rally (this is before the riot began). A policeman was telling to protesting women "Please understand that such is our job. I am in agreement with all what you are protesting against. I myself would gladly take my uniform off to join you, but I can't" [81] . Among other previous cases of police insubordination in the wider East European region there was a national road blockade by the taxi drivers which paralyzed Hungary in October 1990furing which the police did not enforce the law on assembly and instead fraternized with the drivers [82] . Threats of insubordination illustrate that police unions potentially have significant leverage vis-à-vis democratic governments because they could leave the state paralyzed when confronted with populations mobilized by high levels of discontent and grievance.
Implications for policing: democracy and dissent in post-communist society
In the crucible of economic crisis, the connective social compact between citizen and state had been profoundly damaged. Indeed the state itself was now revealed not just as bureaucratically unresponsive and even hostile towards the rights of ordinary citizens seeking to give voice to legitimate protest demands, but as a visible apparatus of repression in which an increasingly militarized policing of public protest had become the front line of a new authoritarianism. This 'loss of faith' was acutely summed up by none other than prime minister
Kubilius himself: 'In the spiritual sense, we have a lot of people disappointed with their authorities and the state, citizens who believe in nothing, and we must breathe self-confidence and trust in a common Lithuanian future into these citizens' [83] . reproduces authoritarian and militarized responses, the primary arm of its public order enforcement strategy is internally riven by the very tensions which appear to be conflicting the wider society.
Notes
1. Of course, this could also happen in cases when violent criminal groups become powerful enough to challenge and even displace state authorities, as is currently the case in Mexico where armed narco groups are waging war against federal army and police for control of regions bordering the US [87] . However, even at their peak of power (in the early 1990s) organized criminal groups in the Baltics had never had a power that even remotely compares to the current situation in Mexico.
